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DETAILED ACTION 



Receipt is acknowledged of Applicant's amendment as filed on May 7, 2007. 
Claims 18-37 are pending in this application. Claims 18, 30 and 37 have been 
amended. An Office Action on the merits is to follow. 

Claim Objections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 18, 28, 30 and 37 recite the limitation "the turbine component". There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

3. Claim 18 is objected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

A broad range or limitation together with a narrow range or limitation that falls 
within the broad range or limitation (in the same claim) is considered indefinite, since 
the resulting claim does not clearly set forth the metes and bounds of the patent 
protection desired. See MPEP § 2173.05(c). Note the explanation given by the Board 
of Patent Appeals and Interferences in Ex parte Wu, 10 USPQ2d 2031 , 2033 (Bd. Pat. 
App. & Inter. 1989), as to where broad language is followed by "such as" and then 
narrow language. The Board stated that this can render a claim indefinite by raising a 
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question or doubt as to whether the feature introduced by such language is (a) merely 
exemplary of the remainder of the claim, and therefore not required, or (b) a required 
feature of the claims. Note also, for example, the decisions of Ex parte Steigewald, 131 
USPQ 74 (Bd. App. 1961); Ex parte Hall, 83 USPQ 38 (Bd. App. 1948); and Ex parte 
Hasche, 86 USPQ 481 (Bd. App. 1949). In the present instance, claim 18 recites the 
broad recitation "analyzing the electromagnetic receive wave via at least one analyzer", 
and the claim also recites "determining the stress of the component by frequency 
analysis to assist in determining component integrity by analyzing the received 
electromagnetic rece3ive wave to effect an evaluation of the reflection surface by the at 
least one analyzer" which is the narrower statement of the range/limitation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 18, 23-25, 28-35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Twerdochlib et al. (U.S. Patent 5,479,826) in view of Gray (U.S. 
Patent 4,131,889). 

Considering claims 18, Twerdochlib discloses a method for determining stress of 
at least one turbine blade or vane of a plurality of turbine blades or vanes that are 
arranged in rows of a turbine machine comprising: 

- Providing at least one electromagnetic wave emitter 42 for emitting at 
least one electromagnetic emission wave (Figure 4a; Column 4, line 12); 
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- Providing at least one electromagnetic wave receiver 50 for receiving at 
least one electromagnetic receive wave (Figure 5a; Column 4, line 47); 

- Analyzing the electromagnetic receive wave via at least one analyzer 
(Figure 5a; Column 5, lines 2-10; Column 4; lines 46-62); 

- Converting the electromagnetic emission wave into the electromagnetic 
receive wave by at least partially reflecting the electromagnetic emission 
wave by providing the at least on turbine blade or vane with a reflection 
surface (Column 4; lines 46-62); 

- Arranging the electromagnetic wave emitter and the electromagnetic 
wave receiver at at least one location between the component rows and 
operatively connected to the reflection surface of the turbine component 
(Figure 4a; Column 4, lines 14-18); 

- Emitting the electromagnetic emission wave by the electromagnetic 
wave emitter (Column 4, lines 13-15); 

- Converting the electromagnetic emission wave into the electromagnetic 
receive wave by the reflection surface of the component (Figures 5a-5b; 
Column 4, lines 49-55); 

- Receiving the electromagnetic receive wave by the electromagnetic 
wave receiver (Figures 5a-5b; Column 4, lines 49-55); and 

- Determining the stress of the component by analysis to assist in 
determining component integrity by analyzing the received 
electromagnetic receive wave to effect an evaluation of the reflection 
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surface by the at least one analyzer (Column 1, lines 10-24, lines 35-51; 
Column 3, lines 29-56; Column 5, lines 2-25). 

The invention by Twerdochlib, fails to disclose that the stress of the component is 
determined via frequency analysis. 

3. However, Gray teaches determining the stress of the component by frequency 
analysis (Column 1, lines 10-26; Column 2, lines 25-44; Column 3, lines 3-9, lines 
36-45). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize frequency analysis as taught by Gray in the 
invention by Twerdochlib. The motivation for doing so is found in the teachings of Gray, 
"the variable component oscillates in amplitude at the difference or Doppler frequency" 
(Column 3, lines 21-22). While Twerdochlib discloses emission of a standing wave, 
the vibration of the turbine blade may induce a different receive wave. Through the 
frequency analysis of Gray, the difference or Doppler frequency can be determined. 

Considering claim 23, Twerdochlib discloses that analyzing the received 
electromagnetic wave comprises an evaluation of a vibration status of the reflection 
surface used for determining the stress (Column 1, lines 10-24, lines 35-51; Column 
5, lines 2-25). 

Considering claim 24, Twerdochlib discloses that the electromagnetic emission 
wave comprises at least one electromagnetic emission wave having a wavelength 
based on a surface shape of the reflection surface (Column 5, lines 37-45). 
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Considering claim 25, the invention by Twerdochlib fails to disclose that the 
frequency of the emission wave is compared to the frequency of the receive wave 
4. However, Gray teaches that the evaluation of the vibration status comprises 
comparing a frequency of the electromagnetic emission wave and to a frequency of the 
electromagnetic receive wave (Column 1, lines 10-26; Column 2, lines 25-44; 
Column 3, lines 3-9, lines 36-45). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to evaluate a vibrational status by comparing an emitted wave to a 
received wave, as taught by Gray in the invention by Twerdochlib. The motivation for 
doing so is found in the teachings of Gray, "the variable component oscillates in 
amplitude at the difference or Doppler frequency" (Column 3, lines 21-22). While 
Twerdochlib discloses emission of a standing wave, the vibration of the turbine blade 
may induce a different receive wave. Through the frequency analysis of Gray, the 
difference or Doppler frequency can be determined. 

Considering claim 28, Twerdochlib discloses that determining the stress of the 
turbine component is executed while an operation of the turbine machine (Column 3, 
lines 29-31) 

Considering claim 29, Twerdochlib discloses that the electromagnetic emission 
wave is a radar wave (Column 2, lines 7-12; Column 4, lines 10-15; Column 5, lines 
33-45). 
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Considering claim 30, Twerdochlib discloses a turbine machine, having a device 
for determining a stress of at least one turbine blade or vane of a plurality of 
turbine blades or vanes that are arranged in rows of the turbine machine 
comprising: 

- At least one electromagnetic wave emitter 42 for emitting at least one 
electromagnetic emission wave (Figure 4a; Column 4, line 12); 

- At least one electromagnetic wave receiver 50 for receiving at least one 
electromagnetic receive wave (Figure 5a; Column 4, line 47); 

- At least one analyzer for analyzing the electromagnetic receive wave 
that evaluates the reflection surface used for determining the stress via 
analysis (Column 1, lines 10-24, lines 35-51; Column 3, lines 29-56; 
Column 5, lines 2-25); 

- The turbine component comprising a reflection surface for converting 
the electromagnetic emission wave into the electromagnetic receive wave 
by at least partially reflecting the electromagnetic emission wave (Column 
4; lines 46-62); and 

- The electromagnetic wave emitter and the electromagnetic wave 
receiver arranged at at least on location between the component rows and 
operatively connected to the reflection surface of the turbine component 
(Figure 4a; Column 4, lines 14-18). 

The invention by Twerdochlib, fails to disclose that the stress of the component is 
determined via frequency analysis. 
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5. However, Gray teaches determining the stress of the component by frequency 
analysis (Column 1, lines 10-26; Column 2, lines 25-44; Column 3, lines 3-9, lines 
36-45) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize frequency analysis as taught by Gray in the 
invention by Twerdochlib. The motivation for doing so is found in the teachings of Gray, 
"the variable component oscillates in amplitude at the difference or Doppler frequency" 
(Column 3, lines 21-22). While Twerdochlib discloses emission of a standing wave, 
the vibration of the turbine blade may induce a different receive wave. Through the 
frequency analysis of Gray, the difference or Doppler frequency can be determined. 

Considering claim 31, Twerdochlib discloses that the electromagnetic wave 
emitter and the electromagnetic wave receiver are operatively connected to the 
reflection surface such that by emitting the electromagnetic emission wave converting 
the electromagnetic emission wave into the electromagnetic receive wave and receiving 
the electromagnetic receive wave occur (Figures 5a-5b; Column 1, lines 10-24, lines 
35-51; Column 4, lines 13-15, lines 49-55; Column 5, lines 2-25). 

Considering claim 32, Twerdochlib discloses a housing with a turbine channel in 
which the component rows are arranged (Column 2, lines 15-25). 

Considering claim 33, Twerdochlib discloses that the electromagnetic wave 
emitter comprises an electric vibration generator for generating an electric vibration and 
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a transformer for transforming the electric vibration into the electromagnetic emission 
wave (Figure 4a; Column 4, lines 10-16). 

Considering claim 34, the invention by Twerdochlib fails to disclose that the 
electromagnetic wave emitter and the electromagnetic wave receiver form one 
integrated unit. 

6. However, Gray teaches that the electromagnetic wave emitter and the 
electromagnetic wave receiver form one integrated unit (Column 2, lines 59-66). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to integrate the emitter and the receiver into an integral 
part as taught by Gray in the invention by Twerdochlib. The motivation for doing so is to 
reduce the number of parts required, to reduce manufacturer costs and to reduce the 
time required for assembly. 

Considering claim 35, Twerdochlib discloses a radar antenna included in the 
electronic wave emitter or in the electronic wave receiver (Figure 4a; Column 4, lines 
10-16). 

Considering claim 37, Twerdochlib discloses a device for determining a stress of 
at least one turbine blade or vane of a plurality of turbine blades or vanes that are 
arranged in rows of the turbine machine comprising: 

- At least one electromagnetic wave emitter 42 for emitting at least one 
electromagnetic emission wave (Figure 4a; Column 4, line 12); 
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- At least one electromagnetic wave receiver 50 for receiving at least one 
electromagnetic receive wave (Figure 5a; Column 4, line 47); 

- At least one analyzer for analyzing the electromagnetic receive wave 
that evaluates the reflection surface used for determining the stress via 
analysis (Column 1, lines 10-24, lines 35-51; Column 3, lines 29-56; 
Column 5, lines 2-25); 

- The turbine component comprising a reflection surface for converting 
the electromagnetic emission wave into the electromagnetic receive wave 
by at least partially reflecting the electromagnetic emission wave (Column 
4; lines 46-62); and 

- The electromagnetic wave emitter and the electromagnetic wave 
receiver sized and configured at at least on location between the 
component rows and operatively connectable to the reflection surface of 
the turbine component (Figure 1-2; Figure 4a; Column 2, lines 15-49; 
Column 4, lines 14-18). 

The invention by Twerdochlib, fails to disclose that the stress of the component is 
determined via frequency analysis. 

7. However, Gray teaches determining the stress of the component by frequency 
analysis (Column 1, lines 10-26; Column 2, lines 25-44; Column 3, lines 3-9, lines 
36-45). 

Therefore, it would . have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to utilize frequency analysis as taught by Gray in the 
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invention by Twerdochlib. The motivation for doing so is found in the teachings of Gray, 
"the variable component oscillates in amplitude at the difference or Doppler frequency" 
(Column 3, lines 21-22). While Twerdochlib discloses emission of a standing wave, 
the vibration of the turbine blade may induce a different receive wave. Through the 
frequency analysis of Gray, the difference or Doppler frequency can be determined. 

8. Claims 19-22 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Twerdochlib et al. (U.S. Patent 5,479,826) in view of Gray (U.S. Patent 
4,131,889) and further in view of Harrold et al. (U.S. Patent 6,512,379). 

Considering claim 19, the invention by Twerdochlib, as modified by Gray, fails 
disclose a method that is executed on both a blade and a guide vane. 

9. However Harrold teaches that the method is executed to determine th stress of 
both a turbine blade and a guide vane (Column 6, lines 34-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to execute stress determination on both a turbine blade 
and a guide vane as taught by Harrold in the invention by Twerdochlib, as modified by 
Gray. The motivation for doing so is to reduce the number of components required to 
test various aspects of the turbine. By testing multiple aspects with a single component, 
the overall cost of the machine is reduced. 

Considering claims 20 and 22, the invention by Twerdochlib, as modified by 
Gray, fails to disclose that analyzing the received electromagnetic wave comprises an 
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evaluation, based on the intensity of the receive wave, of a surface quality of the 
reflection surface used for determining the stress. 

10. However, Harrold teaches that analyzing the received electromagnetic wave 
comprises an evaluation, based on the intensity of the receive wave, of a surface quality 
of the reflection surface used for determining the stress (Column 2, lines 45-52; 
Column 5, lines 8-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to analyze the intensity of a received wave to judge the 
surface quality of the reflection surface so as to determining the stress of a turbine 
blade or vane as taught by Harrold in the invention by Twerdochlib, as modified by 
Gray. The motivation for doing so is found in the teachings of Harrold, "the magnitude 
of the radio signals will vary according to... the component material's condition" 
(Column 5, lines 40-43). Furthermore, Harrold teaches that when two blades have 
identical conditions, they will have the same magnitude signal, but when one is 
deteriorating, the signal will be different (Column 6, lines 23-28). 

Considering claim 21, Twerdochlib discloses emitting the electromagnetic 
emission wave comprises at least one electromagnetic emission wave having a 
wavelength based on a shape of the reflection surface (Column 5, lines 37-45). 

Considering claim 36, the invention by Twerdochlib, as modified by Gray, fails to 
disclose that the turbine is a gas turbine. 
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1 1 . However, Harrold teaches that the turbine is a gas turbine (Abstract). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the invention was made to utilize a gas turbine as taught by Harrold in the invention 
by Twerdochlib, as modified by Gray. The motivation for doing so is that Twerdochlib 
discloses that the turbine can be any turbine, as well as Gray discloses that the turbine 
can be any turbine. A gas turbine is well known type of turbine, which typically has 
fewer parts than conventional piston combustion engines. 

12. Claims 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Twerdochlib et al. (U.S. Patent 5,479,826) in view of Gray (U.S. Patent 4,131,889) 
and further in further view of Leon (U.S. Patent 4,422,333). 

The invention by Twerdochlib, as further modified by Gray, fails to disclose that 
the vibrational and surface quality analyses are performed simultaneously during the 
analysis of the received electromagnetic wave. 

1 3. However, Leon teaches: 

Considering claim 26, that analyzing the received electromagnetic wave 
comprising an evaluation of a surface quality of the reflection surface and an evaluation 
of a vibration status of the reflection surface, wherein the surface quality and the 
vibrational status are used for determining the stress 

Considering claim 27, that the evaluation of the surface quality and the 
evaluation of the vibrational status are executed simultaneously (Column 2, lines 15- 
32; Column 4, lines 50-55; Column 8, lines 54-68; Column 9, lines 1-2). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate analyzing surface quality at the same time as 
analysis of the vibrational status of the turbine component as taught by Leon in the 
invention by Twerdochlib, as further modified by Gray. The motivation for doing so is 
found in the disclosure by Leon in that Lean teaches the use of frequency and 
amplitude monitoring to determine vibrational status and surface quality being used to 
determine the stress on a turbine blade (Column 2, lines 14-33). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 18-37 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan Dunlap whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1335. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5 with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-2180. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Jonathan Dunlap 
Examiner 
AU 2855 
June 13, 2007 




